2 For the most part, the textual variants attested in the critical apparatus of BHS are neither substantive nor sufficiently attested to merit attention here. Those variants, apart from 17:14, have minimal bearing on the function of circumcision in the narrative.
In Wevers's critical edition of the LXX translation of Genesis, the reader can see that the Greek manuscripts are in unanimous agreement on the fact that the phrase "on the eighth day" occurs in 17:14. Nonetheless, there are minor differences in a small number of LXX manuscripts: (1) the b family has the preposition ἐν preceding the phrase τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ὀγδόῃ, and (2) MS 370, an eleventh-century manuscript from the t family, has a slightly different phrase: τῇ ὀγδόῃ ἡμέρᾳ. 5 Despite these variations, all the LXX witnesses to Gen 17:14 refer to the eighth day. 6 The evidence of a number of early writers confirms that, at an early date, the LXX contained this reference to the eighth day. For instance, Philo (QG 3.52) cites LXX Gen 17:14 and discusses whether a child is really cut off from his people if he is not circumcised on the eighth day. 7 Further, Justin Martyr's Dialogue with Trypho twice alludes to a version of Gen 17:14 in which the eighth day is mentioned (chs. 10, 23) . Also following the LXX, Old Latin witnesses to Gen 17:14 contain a reference to the eighth day. 8 Presumably, such strong early evidence for the LXX reading could lead some scholars to the conclusion that the MT reading is secondary and that the text should therefore read: "And the uncircumcised male, who shall not be circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin on the eighth day, that soul shall be cut off from his family for he has broken my covenant. " Wevers, however, claims that the LXX reading of 17:14 is in fact secondary, having been influenced by its close proximity to the reference to the eighth day in Gen 17:12. 9 Although he does not state so explicitly in his discussion of the verse, Wevers believes the LXX reading to be secondary because of the low value he places on the LXX for the reconstruction of the Hebrew text. As he says in the introduction to his Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis, "For far too long scholars have treated the LXX as a grabbag for emendations. Unfortunately only too many have treated the note lege cum Graece found again and again in the various editions of 'the Kittel Bible, ' and by no means wholly absent from BHS, as sacred lore, almost as a divine injunction to emend the text. " 10 Wevers's assessment 5 For these manuscripts, see Wevers, Notes on the Greek Text of Genesis (SBLSCS 35; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993) of the text-critical value of the LXX in general coincides with the views of a number of scholars who have argued that the translation technique of the LXX of Genesis is rather freer than that of other books of the Pentateuch; it would therefore be possible to suggest that the LXX translators have added something to their Hebrew Vorlage. 11 And, in fact, Marguerite Harl argues that the LXX translators of our passage have inserted the phrase in order to stress that the observance of circumcision on the eighth day after birth takes priority even over the Sabbath. 12 More recently, a number of scholars have argued that the evidence of Qumran demonstrates that the LXX of Genesis is a considerably more careful translation than has often been thought. For instance, after comparing the LXX to readings of Genesis 1 preserved at Qumran, James Davila concludes: "[W]e must take the LXX of Genesis very seriously as a source for a Hebrew textual tradition alternate to the MT. We have strong reason to believe that the translators of Genesis treated their Vorlage with respect and rendered the Hebrew text before them into Greek with great care and minimal interpretation." 13 As a result of these agreements between the LXX and readings found among Hebrew manuscripts from Qumran, the overly skeptical view of Wevers toward the value of the LXX translation of Genesis should not predetermine how one reads the textual evidence of Gen 17:14. As Robert J. V. Hiebert has recently argued:
The overall assessment of Greek Genesis is that, lexically and syntactically, it is a strict, quantitative representation of its source text. Thus the concept proposed in NETS [that is, The New English Translation of the Septuagint] discussions of the Septuagint (LXX) as an interlinear translation is an apt metaphor for this book because of the significant degree of dependence on the Hebrew that it exhibits. However, this general characterization of LXX Genesis as being slavishly sub- 16-20. servient to the Hebrew needs to be nuanced somewhat in the light of the Greek translator's periodic departures from his typical patterns to produce renderings that reflect Greek usage rather than Hebrew idiom, or that, in one way or another, contextualize a given passage for the benefit of the Greek reader. 14 Additionally, the LXX is not alone in attesting a reading in which v. 14 states that all those who have not been circumcised on the eighth day shall be cut off, for the text of Gen 17:14 according to the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) also contains this reference: 15 )yhh #pnh htrknw ynym#h Mwyb wtlr( r#b t) lwmy )l r#) rkz lr(w rph ytyrb t) hym(m Further, although Wilhelm Gesenius dismissed the value of the SP, believing it to be a late revision of the MT, Paul Kahle rightly challenged this conclusion: 20 in light of the fact that the LXX and SP agree against the MT almost two thousand times, it appears that there existed, at the time of the translation of the Pentateuch into Greek, a Hebrew text that differed considerably from the MT. 21 Both the LXX and the SP agree on the existence of the phrase "on the eighth day" in Gen 17:14; it is therefore plausible that this reading is older than the reading preserved by the MT. But while this external evidence supporting a nonMasoretic reading of Gen 17:14 is certainly impressive, most commentators skate over the textual issue with no comment. 22 Moreover, of the few commentators who do mention the presence of the textual variant in the LXX and the SP, virtually all opt for the MT reading without providing a rationale for preferring this reading to that which is preserved in the LXX/SP. 23 In fact, the only commentators that I could find who believe that the reading preserved by the LXX and the SP is earlier than the MT reading are Gerhard Kittel and the late-nineteenth-century scholar Charles J. Ball. 24 Although Ronald Hendel claims that "it has become increasingly difficult for a biblical scholar to be a Masoretic fundamentalist, " discussions of Gen 17:14 indicate just how pervasive such "fundamentalism" continues to be! 25 Further, contrary to the critical apparatus of BHS, the case for the LXX/SP reading is not yet complete, for Jubilees, a second-century b.c.e. Palestinian Jewish work, also provides evidence for a Hebrew Vorlage in which the phrase ynym#h Mwyb was present. 26 Jubilees' rewriting of Gen 17:14 reads: "The male who has not been 23 circumcised-the flesh of whose foreskin has not been circumcised on the eighth day-that person will be uprooted from his people because he has violated my covenant" (Jub. 15:14) . 27 To be sure, our text of Jubilees is an Ethiopic translation of a Greek translation of a Hebrew work; there are, therefore, a number of possible explanations that might account for the presence of the phrase "on the eighth day" in Jub. 15:14.
First, since Jubilees has a specific agenda when it comes to the topic of circumcision, it is possible that it added the phrase "on the eighth day" to Gen 17:14. 28 For instance, Michael Segal argues that Jubilees stresses the necessity of eighth-day circumcision in order to combat Pharisaic laxity toward the timing of circumcision. As evidence for such leniency, Segal points to early rabbinic halakah, which permits the postponement of circumcision when the life of the infant is endangered (see m. Šabb. 19:5) . If Segal is correct, it is possible that Jubilees has inserted the phrase in order explicitly to require eighth-day circumcision. But, since the reading of Jub. 15:14 corresponds to both the LXX and the SP of Gen 17:14, it seems highly unlikely that Jubilees has independently rewritten Gen 17:14 to include a reference to the eighth day. 29 Second, it is possible that the influence of the LXX caused the Greek translator of the Hebrew edition of Jubilees, or the Ethiopic translator of the Greek translation of Jubilees, to insert this phrase into the text. belief that Jubilees has been altered throughout its translation and transmission history is James C. VanderKam's conclusion that "in the relatively small amount of text where the Ethiopic can be compared with the published Hebrew fragments from caves 1, 2, 3, 4, and 11 at Qumran, the two texts agree very closely. " 32 Thus, even though Jub. 15:14 is extant only in the Ethiopic, we can be relatively confident that it faithfully preserves the original Hebrew version of the verse. Clear evidence is beginning to mount that there existed in the Second Temple period a reading of Gen 17:14 with a wide enough circulation to be known both to the LXX translators in Alexandria and to the Palestinian circles responsible for the book of Jubilees. 33 Nonetheless, one final piece of textual evidence, the latefirst-century b.c.e. scroll 8QGenesis fragment 4, needs to be considered. 34 If Maurice Baillet, the DJD editor of this scroll, is correct in identifying these extremely fragmentary remains as Gen 17:12-17, then the fragment might suggest that 17:14 contained the phrase ynym#h Mwyb. Although 8QGen frag. 4 preserves only four letters on the right-hand side of the column-and really only one of these, an vayin, clearly-the slightly less fragmentary contents of frag. 1 seem to confirm this identification.
Baillet reconstructs the text based on the four fragmentary letters preserved in a column width that permits roughly sixty-five letters, exclusive of spaces between words. Thus, the first line begins with zayin, the first letter of the word rkz of Gen 17:12, and contains sixty-seven letters. The second line begins with a kaph, the first letter of Kpsk of v. 13. No letter is preserved from the third line. The fourth line begins with a taw, corresponding to the taw of )rqt in Gen 17:15. Line 5 begins with a very clear vayin, the first letter of Mym( in Gen 17:16. Additionally, Baillet believes that frag. 1 of 8QGen preserves lines 6 and 7 of this column; line 6 would then be fifty-nine letters long, with Mhrb) of 17:18 preserved, and line 7, which now preserves only rqw (cf. v. 19, t)rqw), would be sixty-four letters long, exclusive of spaces. 33 Although VanderKam (Textual and Historical Studies, has argued that the LXX, the SP, and Jubilees all belonged to a Palestinian family of texts, he has more recently backed away from this position, believing Jubilees to be "rather more independent of the Palestinian family of which Sam and the LXX are, at different stages, supposed to be witnesses" ("Jubilees and the Hebrew Texts, " 460). This move seems to have been precipitated, in part, by Emanuel Tov's criticisms ("A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls, " HUCA 53 [1982] : 11-27) of Frank M. Cross's theory of local recensions of the text of the OT. 34 On the dating of the scroll based on paleographic evidence, see Maurice Baillet, "Genèse, " in Les "Petites Grottes" de Qumrân (ed. M. Baillet, J. T. Milik, and R. Baillet's reconstruction on the basis of such minimal evidence finds further support in the fact that lines 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7 would each have sixty-four to sixtyseven letters, not including spaces. Only two of the seven lines fall outside of this range: line 3, which has forty-five letters, and line 6, which has fifty-nine letters. The first of these, falling about twenty letters short of the average line length, is particularly problematic, so Baillet attempts to solve this problem by positing the onetime existence of a large blank space on line 3, separating the last word of v. 14 (rph) from the first word of v. 15 (rm)yw). He believes that this blank space corresponds to the setumah ()mwts), symbolized by the Hebrew letter samek that denotes the close of a section, as found in the MT. 35 His suggestion is quite plausible since the setumah does indeed appear in numerous Qumran scrolls; 36 nonetheless, the setumah would have to account for twenty characters in a column that averages roughly three times that number of characters per line.
Revelation to Canon: Studies in the Hebrew
I believe that the large gap in line 3 of 8QGen frag. 4 might signal the presence not only of a setumah but also of a slightly longer text than that posited by Baillet. On my reconstruction, lines 1, 4, 5, 6, and 7 remain the same, but lines 2 and 3 are modified. Baillet has reconstructed line 2 in the following way:
[#pnh htrknw wtlr( r#b t) lwmy )l r#) rkz lr(w Mlw( tyrbl Mkr#bb ytyrb htyhw Kps]k
In contrast, I suggest that line 2 should be reconstructed as follows:
[ynym#h Mwyb wtlr( r#b t) lwmy )l r#) rkz lr(w Mlw( tyrbl Mkr#bb ytyrb htyhw Kps]k
The length of line 2 remains the same (Baillet's reconstruction and my own both have sixty-five letters + fifteen spaces for a total of eighty characters), since I have placed ynym#h Mwyb before #pnh htrknw and have moved the latter phrase to line 3. 35 The setumah was a Masoretic marking denoting the end of paragraphs (or, in Hebrew, In contrast, I propose that line 3 should be reconstructed as follows:
The difference between the two reconstructed lines is clearly depicted above. On Baillet's reconstruction, line 3 has forty-five characters, about twenty letters shorter than the other lines he reconstructs. In contrast to the gap proposed by Baillet, which is about one-third the length of the lines in this column of 8QGen, my reconstruction provides line 3 with ten more characters, leaving us only ten characters short of the width of the other lines, or with a sense division of about one-fifth of the length of the line. Tov provides evidence that such sense divisions can range from two letter-spaces to twenty letter-spaces, but it appears that interspaces of a length equivalent to seven to ten letters are more common. 37 Because of the fragmentary state of 8QGen, it is impossible to adjudicate between Baillet's reconstruction and my own-if we only had the first letter of line 3, we could answer this question definitively. Nonetheless, the evidence of the fragment does not prohibit the possibility that the phrase ynym#h Mwyb once existed in 8QGen; in fact, it could be argued that the large gap between v. 14 and v. 15, which Baillet is forced to propose, should be taken as evidence that, like Jubilees, the LXX, and the SP, 8QGen once contained a reference to the eighth day in Gen 17:14 and read: rph ytyrb t) hym(m )whh #pnh htrknw ynym#h Mwyb wtlr( r#b t) lwmy )l r#) rkz lr(w Tov has characterized the MT, SP, LXX, and Qumran readings as "the major textual witnesses" to the OT. 38 Similarly, in spite of his cautious view regarding the value of the LXX, Wevers states: This is not to suggest that the parent text which [the LXX translators of Genesis] had was in every respect the consonantal text of BHS, but rather that Hebrew text criticism should be more responsible, and more solidly based on real evidence. We do have Qumran fragments of Genesis, as well as other ancient witnesses such as the Samaritan Hebrew text and the Targums, as well as the Genesis Apocryphon; these must be carefully compared throughout. 39 As stated above, however, few commentators even note that other important witnesses attest to a text of Gen 17:14 that differs from the MT. Again, of those who do note this difference, only two scholars, Ball and Kittel, have sided against the 37 Tov, "Sense Divisions, " 316. 38 Tov, Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint, 272. 39 Wevers, Notes, xiii.
MT. The argument I have been making, thus far on external grounds alone, has put to the test this unquestioned preference for the MT's reading of Gen 17:14 and found it to be wanting. Jubilees, the LXX, and the SP (and possibly 8QGen frag. 4) suggest the widespread existence of a Hebrew Vorlage of Gen 17:14 in which the phrase ynym#h Mwyb existed. Critical texts, translations, and scholarly commentary on the book of Genesis must begin to take the external evidence for the nonMasoretic reading seriously.
II. Internal Evidence Supporting the LXX/SP Reading
The external evidence for the reading of Gen 17:14 that contains a reference to the eighth day is indeed weighty, but internal criteria also need to be evaluated. Most importantly, any argument for the priority of one reading over the other must provide an account for the existence of the other variant. Can we provide a compelling reason for the existence of the reference to the eighth day in the LXX/SP/ Jubilees if the MT preserves the better reading? Or, if we believe the LXX/SP/Jubilees preserve the better reading, can we explain the existence of the MT reading?
Argumentation provided by those who prefer the MT reading of Gen 17:14 has been virtually negligible: I have found only two explanations for the existence of the LXX/SP/Jubilees reading. First, Wevers claims that the phrase "on the eighth day" was added to the LXX of Gen 17:14 because of the close proximity of the phrase Mymy tnm# Nb (LXX: παιδίον ὀκτὼ ἡμερῶν) in 17:12. 40 Yet this solution is far from compelling, since it does not explain the existence of similar readings in the SP and Jubilees. Further, this cannot be a straightforward case of dittography, since 17:12 reads Mymy tnm# Nb (LXX: παιδίον ὀκτὼ ἡμερῶν), while the LXX/SP/Jubilees reading of 17:14 contains the phrase ynym#h Mwyb (LXX: τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ὀγδόῃ). Second, Harl suggests that the LXX translators inserted the phrase "on the eighth day" in order to clarify the fact that circumcision takes precedence over Sabbath observance. 41 Again, this solution is unsatisfactory, since it, too, does not take into account the textual evidence of the SP and Jubilees. Additionally, why would the LXX translators feel required to insert this phrase, when Gen 17:12 already stipulates that circumcision occur on the eighth day? If they felt that it was necessary to make clear that circumcision superseded Sabbath rest, would they not have made this point more explicitly? In fact, our sources evidence no dispute regarding whether circumcision should take place on the Sabbath. 42 The explanations of Wevers and Harl fail to convince and unwittingly thereby further prob- 40 See ibid., 236. 41 Harl, La Bible d'Alexandrie, Justin Marytr, Dial. 27; m. Ned. 3:11; and b. Šabb. 132a , the latter of which contains a dispute about whether the preliminaries of circumcision can take place on the Sabbath but acknowledges that "as for circumcision itself, all hold that it supersedes the Sabbath. " lematize the suggestion that the MT preserves an older reading. In contrast, there are two possible solutions that cogently explain the existence of the MT reading based on the assumption of the priority of the LXX/SP/Jubilees reading.
First, although the principle of lectio brevior would suggest that the MT reading is to be preferred, it is possible that haplography occurred due to homoeoteleuton, thus unintentionally shortening the text of Gen 17:14. 43 The Hebrew reading preserved by the LXX, the SP, and Jubilees is as follows: rph ytyrb t) hym(m )whh #pnh htrknw ynym#h Mwyb wtlr( r#b t) lwmy )l r#) rkz lr(w It is possible that a scribe made an unintentional error by mistakenly skipping from the waw at the end of wtlr( to the waw at the beginning of htrknw. 44 If the eye of the scribe mistook these two waws, the resulting text would lack the phrase Mwyb ynym#h. 45 A different haplographic error, albeit one with the same result, could have occurred if the scribe confused the yod at the end of ynym#h with the waw at the end of wtlr(, thereby accidentally omitting the phrase ynym#h Mwyb. That such a mistake could occur is indicated by evidence from Qumran, since Tov points out that in a number of manuscripts "it is very difficult to distinguish between waw and yod, especially when they are joined to other letters. " 46 If a scribe who had just copied the word wtlr( mistook the yod of ynym#h for the waw of wtlr(, the phrase Mwyb ynym#h would be omitted. In fact, the particular combination of a waw or yod with a nun or taw often caused confusion because of the ligature that is formed. 47 Since taw precedes the waw of wtlr( and nun precedes the yod of ynym#h there is an even greater likelihood that homoeoteleuton may have caused haplography here. Although these solutions are conjectural, they provide two plausible explanations for how the MT variant may have arisen as a result of human error.
A second explanation for the existence of the LXX/SP/Jubilees reading is that the variant of the MT may have arisen not as the result of human error but as the result of a conscious attempt on the part of a scribe to modify the text for a variety of theological reasons.
First, if a male who is not circumcised on the eighth day is to be cut off from his people, what then is to be done about the sick infant who cannot undergo the stress of eighth-day circumcision? In contrast to the harsh implications of the LXX/SP/Jubilees reading, the Mishnah preserves humane regulations to protect sickly infants from the stress of circumcision. M. Šabbat 19:5 permits the circumcision of an infant to take place, depending on the circumstances, anytime from the eighth day to the twelfth day, while deferring circumcision indefinitely if it might threaten the life of an ill newborn. 48 If it was common to defer circumcision under such conditions, the text of Gen 17:14 might have been altered to accommodate this practice.
Second, the variant preserved in the MT could be explained by the fact that many Jews in the Second Temple and early rabbinic periods were open to the possibility of Gentile conversion to Judaism (see Jdt 14:10; LXX Esth 8:17; Josephus, Ant. 20.38-45, 139 ; Vita 113). 49 Integral to the conversion process, at least for males, was the rite of circumcision. 50 If males needed to be circumcised on the eighth day, then proselyte circumcision would be invalid and of no covenantal significance. That eighth-day circumcision could function to exclude the possibility of conversion can be seen in Jubilees, which states: vate parts has not been circumcised by 51 the eighth day, does not belong to the people of the pact which the Lord made with Abraham but to the people (meant for) destruction. Moreover, there is no sign on him that he belongs to the Lord, but (he is meant) for destruction, for being destroyed from the earth, and for being uprooted from the earth because he has violated the covenant of the Lord our Given the general openness to Gentile circumcision during the Second Temple and rabbinic periods, it seems more probable that "on the eighth day" was purposefully omitted from manuscripts of Genesis than that it was purposefully added.
Finally, the LXX/SP/Jubilees reading of Gen 17:14 is problematic even apart from the social and historical realities facing Jews in the Second Temple and early rabbinic periods. If every male who is not circumcised on the eighth day is to be cut off from his people, what is the implication for Abraham, who, according to Gen 17:24, is circumcised at the age of ninety-nine? 52 This difficulty does not appear in the MT. Therefore, on the basis of the principle of lectio difficilior, the reading of the LXX, SP, and Jubilees is to be preferred, since it radically undermines Abraham's circumcision.
For three different reasons, then, the existence of the MT reading of Gen 17:14 could be explained as the effort of a scribe to tidy up a theologically difficult reading. In fact, we can see these latter two concerns ( Makor, 1972] , 110). Additional contextual evidence is provided by v. 25, for it is likely that the author, having previously stressed that circumcision is not to take place prior to the eighth day ("There is no circumcision of days, nor omitting any day of the eight days"), here stresses that it cannot take place after the eighth day. 52 Philo shows an awareness of the fact that Abraham's circumcision differs significantly from Isaac's: "Now the first of our nation who was circumcised by law and was named after the virtue of joy, was called Isaac in Chaldaean" (QG 3.38; trans. Marcus, LCL) . According to Mercier and Petit (Quaestiones, 84) , the Latin text of QG 3.38 states: "Primus autem existens nationis nostrae juxta legem circumcisae [vel circumcisus, octava die], virtute praestans ille nomen gerit gaudii, Isaacus dictus Chaldaice"). Later rabbinic works also evidence a knowledge that Isaac's circumcision differed from all previous circumcisions, including the circumcision of Abraham, in that it occurred on the eighth day. For instance, Gen. Rab. 60:5: "R. Johanan said: No woman [hitherto] had been intimate for the first time with a man who had been circumcised at eight days save Rebekah"; Pesq. Rab Kah., Piska 12:1: "Circumcision was inaugurated with Isaac, for when he was eight days old, he was the first to be circumcised, as is said ' Abraham circumcised his son Isaac when he was eight days old'" (trans. Beloved are the proselytes (Myrgh). It was for their sake that our father Abraham was not circumcised until he was ninety-nine years old. Had he been circumcised at twenty or at thirty years of age, only those under the age of thirty could have become proselytes (ryygthl). Therefore God bore with Abraham until he reached ninety-nine years of age, so as not to close the door to future proselytes (My)bh Myrgh). 53 According to the Mekilta, it is Abraham's circumcision, not Isaac's, that is paradigmatic for proselytes, thereby solving the problem engendered by the fact that circumcision is explicitly commanded to take place on the eighth day (cf. Gen 17:12; Lev 12:3).
III. The Earliest Inferable Textual State of Genesis 17:14 54
Eugene Ulrich has argued that the line between the composition of a literary work and the copying of that work is heavily blurred. Just as composition was a process whereby a work underwent considerable revision over time, so too those who copied works often added and subtracted material. 55 As a result, Ulrich has questioned the validity of the pursuit of the original text: " [B] ecause the text of each book was produced organically, in multiple layers, determining 'the original text' is a difficult, complex task; and arguably, it may not even be the correct goal. Historically was there ever such a thing?" 56 In relation to Genesis 17, it must be acknowledged that the text is indeed thoroughly composite. Even within the circumcision legislation of 17:9-14, Claus
